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Amendments to the Drawings 

The attached sheet(s) of drawings includes changes to Fig(s) 1 . 
Figfs) 1, replaces the original sheet(s) including Fig(s) 1. 
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REMARKS 

In response to the Office Action dated October 5, 2006, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration based on the above amendments and the following remarks. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the claims as presented are in condition for allowance. 

Claims 1-23 have been rejected. Claims 1, 13, 19 and 23 are independent claims 
from which claims 2-12 and 14-18 and 20-22 respectively depend. While Applicants do not 
agree with the grounds for rejection and responses to argument, in the interest of furthering 
prosecution, Applicants have amended the independent claims to more particularly point out 
the invention, which renders the stated grounds for rejection moot. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the claims, as amended, define over the prior art. No new matter has been added. 
Support for the amendments can be found in the application as originally filed in paragraphs 
[0033] - [0035]. Applicants respectfully submit that the claims as presented define over the 
prior art. 

Objections to Drawings 

FIG. 1 has been objected to for not including a "Prior Art" legend. Corrected FIG. 1 
is attached herewith. Applicant respectfully requests the withdrawal of the objections to FIG. 
1 . Applicant respectfully requests confirmation that the formal drawings filed by Applicant 
on October 15, 2003, as corrected herein, have been accepted. 
$101 Rejections 

Claims 1-23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101, as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. The claims have been amended to overcome these rejections. 
Applicants respectfully submit that amended claims 1-23 are proper and request the 
withdrawal of the 101 rejections of these claims. 
$112 Rejections 

Claims 13-19 and 23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. These claims have been amended to overcome 
these rejections. Applicants respectfully submit that amended claims 13-19 and 23 are proper 
and request the withdrawal of the 1 12 rejections of these claims. 
§ 103(a) Rejections 
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Claims 1-3, 6- 23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shupps et al. in view of Bahrs et al. (U.S. Publ. No. 2003/0097650). 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) because neither Shupps nor Bahrs recite all the features of the claimed invention, 
alone or in combination. Shupps is directed to testing web-enabled applications by 
identifying components within program code such as HTML code to be tested, determining 
relationships between the components, generating a transaction definition, validating the 
transaction definition and optionally modifying the transaction definition. The transaction 
definition may be generated by the testing software as a user navigates through a web site, 
manually or by using log files or component relationship data. As the Examiner stated on 
page 5 of the Office Action, "Schupps et al. fails to expressly teach the XML document 
comprising the at least one test case, and the XML document specifying the executor for 
executing the at least one action." Similarly, Schupps fails to disclose or suggest at least a 
plurality of executors for testing software, where the executor for testing the software is 
specified in the XML document. 

Bahrs does not cure the deficiencies of Schupps. Bahrs is directed to a software 
testing framework. A test harness class is used to drive the test execution. It loads 
configuration files and initializes, configures and executes a test mediator. Results are 
converted into a hash table. (Bahrs, paragraph 0049). The harness loads all the configuration 
files and caches them in an XML document which is passed to the test cases. "The test cases 
know how to parse the XML document based on the specific test case." (Bahrs, paragraph 
0058). In contrast, Applicants claim 1 recites, in part "an executor of a plurality of executors 
for testing software for executing at least one action, the at least one action specified in an 
XML document, wherein the XML document comprises at least one test case for testing the 
software, the XML document specifying the executor for executing the at the least one 
action." That is, the XML document of Applicants' invention comprises the test case. In 
Bahrs, the XML document is input to the test case. Furthermore, in Bahrs, a single test 
harness executes all the different test cases. In contrast, Applicants' claims recite the feature 
of a plurality of executors for executing test cases, where the particular executor to be used is 
specified in the test case. As neither Schupps nor Bahrs disclose or suggest all the features of 
Applicants' claim 1, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 is allowable, as are the 
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claims which depend therefrom and request the withdrawal of the 103 rejections of claim 1 
and the claims which depend therefrom. 

Claims 13 and 23 include analogous features, hence Applicants submit that claims 13 
and its dependent claims and claim 23 are also allowable for the reasons cited above. 
Applicants respectfully request the withdrawal of the rejections of these claims. 

Claims 4-5 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shupps et al. in view of Bahrs et al and Ogawa et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,608,874). 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 4 and 5 which depend from claim 1, are not 
subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) because Shupps, Bahrs and Ogawa do not recite 
all the features of the claimed invention, alone or in combination, for the reasons cited above 
with respect to claim 1 and because Ogawa does not cure the deficiencies of Schupps and 
Bahrs with respect to claim 1. Ogawa is directed to receiving data from a variety of remote 
sources and translating the data to a common file format. Ogawa does not disclose or suggest 
at least an executor of a plurality of executors for executing at least one action, the at least 
one action specified in an XML document, wherein the XML document comprises at least one 
test case for testing the software, the XML document specifying the executor for executing the 
at the least one action; as recited by amended claim 1, from which claims 4 and 5 depend. 
Hence Applicants submit that claims 4 and 5 are allowable as depending from allowable 
claim 1 and request the withdrawal of the 103 rejections of claims 4 and 5. 
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PATENT 



Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit 
that the present Application is in condition for allowance. Withdrawal of the rejections of the 
claims and an early allowance is earnestly solicited. 



Date: January 5, 2007 /Susan C. Murphy/ 

Susan C. Murphy 
Registration No. 46,221 

Woodcock Washburn LLP 
Cira Centre - 12th Floor 
2929 Arch Street 
Philadelphia PA 19104 
Telephone: (215)568-3100 
Facsimile: (215)568-3439 
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